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PER CURI AM

Ngebwung At em Moecha, a native and citizen of Canmeroon
petitions for reviewof the Board of I mm gration Appeal s’ (“Board”)
order affirmng the inmmgration judge’'s decision to deny his
applications for asylum and w thholding from renoval. The | NA
aut horizes the Attorney Ceneral to confer asylum on any refugee.
8 US C § 1158(a) (2000). It defines a refugee as a person
unwi Il ling or unable to return to his native country “because of
persecution or a well-founded fear of persecution on account of
race, religion, nationality, nmenbership in a particular socia
group, or political opinion.” 8 U S.C. § 1101(a)(42)(A) (2000).

An applicant can establish refugee status based on past
persecution in his native country on account of a protected ground.
8 CF.R 8 1208.13(b)(1) (2005). “An applicant who denonstrates
that he was the subject of past persecution is presuned to have a

wel | -founded fear of persecution.” Ngarurih v. Ashcroft, 371 F.3d

182, 187 (4th Cr. 2004). This presunption can be rebutted on a
finding of a fundanental change of circunstances so that the alien
no longer has a well-founded fear, or a finding that the alien
could avoid persecution by relocating within the country of
removal. 8 C.F.R 8 1208.13(b)(1)(i)(A), (B) (2005).

Wthout regard to past persecution, an alien can
establish a wel |l -founded fear of persecution on a protected ground.

Ngarurih, 371 F.3d at 187. The well-founded fear of persecution



standard contains both a subjective and an objective conponent.
“An applicant nmay satisfy the subjective elenent by presenting
‘candid, credible, and sincere testinony denonstrating a genuine

fear of persecution. Chen v. INS, 195 F. 3d 198, 201-02 (4th Gr

1999) (quoting Berroteran-Mlendez v. INS, 955 F. 2d 1251, 1256 (9th
Cr. 1992) (internal quotation nmarks omtted)). The objective
el emrent requires a show ng of specific, concrete facts that would
| ead a reasonabl e person in like circunstances to fear persecution.

Huaman- Cornelio v. Bd. of Inmm gration Appeals, 979 F.2d 995, 999

(4th Gr. 1992).
An applicant has the burden of denonstrating his

eligibility for asylum 8 C.F.R § 1208.13(a) (2005); Gonahasa v.

INS, 181 F.3d 538, 541 (4th Cr. 1999). Credibility findings,
rel evant to the subjective conponent, are reviewed for substanti al
evidence. Atrier of fact who rejects an applicant’s testinony on
credibility grounds must offer specific, cogent reasons for doing

so. Figeroa v. INS, 886 F.2d 76, 78 (4th Gr. 1989). W accord

broad, though not wunlimted, deference to credibility findings

supported by substantial evidence. Camara v. Ashcroft, 378 F.3d

361, 367 (4th Gir. 2004).

To establish eligibility for wthholding of renoval, an
al i en nust show a clear probability that, if he was renoved to his
native country, his “life or freedom would be threatened” on a

protected ground. 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1231(b)(3)(A) (2000); see Camara, 378
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F.3d at 370 (4th Gr. 2004). A “clear probability” nmeans it is
nore likely than not the alien would be subject to persecution

INS v. Stevic, 467 U. S. 407, 429-30 (1984). “The burden of proof

is on the applicant for withholding of renmoval . . . to establish
that his or her life or freedomwoul d be threatened in the proposed
country of renoval” on account of a protected ground. 8 C F.R
§ 1208.16(b) (2005). A showi ng of past threat to life or freedom
on such a ground creates a rebuttable presunption that the threat
woul d recur upon renoval. 8 C.F.R 8§ 1208.16(b)(1)(i); Camara, 378
F.3d at 370. Wt hhol ding of renoval is nmandatory if the alien
nmeets the standard of proof. Stevic, 467 U. S. at 429-30.

A determination regarding eligibility for asylum or
wi t hhol di ng of renoval is conclusive if supported by substanti al
evidence on the record considered as a whole. INS .

El i as- Zacarias, 502 U S. 478, 481 (1992). Admnistrative findings

of fact are conclusive unless any reasonabl e adj udi cator woul d be
conpelled to decide to the contrary. 8 U S . C § 1252(b)(4)(B)
(2000). We will reverse the Board “only if ‘the evidence presented
was so conpelling that no reasonable factfinder could fail to find

the requisite fear of persecution.”” Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316

325 n. 14 (4th Cr. 2002) (quoting Huaman-Cornelio, 979 F. 2d at 999

(internal quotation marks omtted)). W find the evidence was not

so conpelling as to warrant reversal



Wth respect to the Board's affirmation of the
immgration judge's finding regarding the |lack of corroborating
informati on where sone should have been available, we find the
evi dence does not conpel a different result. 8 U S.C. § 1252(b) (4)
(2000), as anmended by 8 101(e) of the REAL I D Act of 2005, Pub. L.
No. 109-13, 119 Stat. 231, 305.

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review e
di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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